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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 
 
 
In the Matter of         )  WT Docket No. 16-385 
           ) 
SKYBRIDGE SPECTRUM FOUNDATION     )  Call Signs WQHU548, et al. 
           ) 
TELESAURUS HOLDINGS GB LLC      )  Call Sign WQGN602 
           ) 
Applications for Waiver and Limited       ) 
Extension of Time         )     
 
 
 

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

 Susan L. Uecker, the court-appointed receiver (the “Receiver”) for Skybridge Spectrum 

Foundation (“Skybridge”) and Telesaurus Holdings GB LLC (“Telesaurus”) and other entities 

formerly controlled by Warren Havens (“Havens”) that hold FCC wireless spectrum licenses, 

pursuant to Section 1.106(b) of the Commission’s rules,1 hereby petitions for reconsideration of 

the Order on Applications for Waiver and Limited Extension of Time (the “Order”) adopted and 

released on November 20, 2017 by the Commission.2   

 Specifically, the Receiver petitions the Commission to reconsider the Order’s denial of 

Skybridge’s and Telesaurus’s requests to extend the first construction deadline for the 129 

Location and Monitoring service (“LMS”) licenses set forth in Exhibit A.  The LMS licenses 

with an initial construction deadline of September 4, 2016 are licensed to Skybridge and 

Telesaurus, entities previously controlled by Havens and under the authority of the Receiver 

                                                
1 47 C.F.R. § 1.106(b).  
 
2 In re Helen Wong-Armijo, FCR, Inc., Skybridge Spectrum Foundation, & Telesaurus Holdings GB, LLC, Report & 
Order, FCC 17-1124, WT Docket No. 16-385 (rel. Nov. 20, 2017) (the “Order”).  
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since November 16, 2015.  While the Receiver has been working diligently to fulfill her duties, 

the Commission’s Order states that the “Receiver faced no impediments under the Commission’s 

rules…that would have prevented her from timely constructing or assigning the licenses to a 

party to construct prior to the construction deadline.”3  The Commission also distinguishes the 

Holland decision4 from the Receiver’s situation, arguing that the difficulties facing the receiver 

in that case were legal impediments but the difficulties facing the Receiver in this case presented 

only practical infeasibility.5  The Commission denied the Receiver’s September 2, 2016 Request 

for Extension of Time to Construct (the “Request”) based on its understanding of the obstacles 

faced by the Receiver in attempting to meet the September 4, 2016 construction deadline.  

 The Receiver requests reconsideration of the Commission’s denial of the Request for 

three reasons.  First, the Receiver faced insurmountable legal and practical obstacles that the 

Receiver believes are not fully reflected in the Order.  Obstacles and delays that were outside of 

the Receiver’s control meant that she had at most only weeks to fulfill the construction 

requirements or to market the licenses to someone who could.   

 Second, the Commission’s incomplete understanding of the limitations faced by the 

Receiver resulted in it inappropriately distinguishing the Receiver’s position here from that of 

the receiver in Holland, where the Commission recognized both legal and practical difficulties 

that are similar to those experienced by the Receiver in her first 10 months managing the 

receivership.   

                                                
3 Order at ¶ 32. 
 
4 In re William M. Holland, Conditional, Limited Request for Waivers, 31 FCC Rcd 3920 (2016) (“Holland”). 
 
5Order at ¶ 33, n.150. 
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 Finally, the Commission only briefly mentions the assignment application between 

Telesaurus and Progeny LMS LLC (“Progeny”), but says nothing about why this transaction 

does not serve the public interest and should not be allowed to occur given Progeny’s ability to 

put the license in question to good use by the September 4, 2018 deadline for substantial service.  

For these reasons, the Receiver respectfully asks the Commission to grant the Request. 

I. THE RECEIVER FACED A LEGALLY AMBIGUOUS AND IMPRACTICAL 
SITUATION THAT PRECLUDED MARKETING THE LICENSES ON A 
CONDENSED TIMELINE. 

 The Alameda County Superior Court (“Superior Court”) appointed the Receiver with 

authority over licensees Skybridge and Telesaurus on November 16, 2015.6  The Receiver faced 

an initial construction deadline of September 4, 2016 on 128 Skybridge LMS licenses and one 

Telesaurus LMS license – and numerous hurdles to clear in order to meet that deadline.  

 The Receiver’s appointment alone did not empower her to market and sell the licenses.  

For that, the Receiver had to request court approval.  In addition to the Superior Court’s 

appointment of authority over the Havens’ entities and their respective licenses, the Receiver 

needed the Commission to approve transfer of control applications before she had actual control 

over the licenses.  She applied for transfer of the licenses on December 17, 2015, a month after 

her appointment.  The Commission granted these transfer applications in early February 2016.7  

That was the earliest point in time that the Receiver had actual control of the LMS licenses, but 

actual control over receivership property does not also legally permit a receiver to dispense with 

that property at will.  After the Commission approved transfer of control, the Receiver sought 

                                                
6 Order Appointing Receiver After Hearing, Case No. 2002-070640 (Nov. 16, 2015). 
 
7 See Application for Transfer of Controls, ULS File Nos. 0007061847 (filed Dec. 17, 2015; amended Jan. 12, 2016; 
granted Feb. 12, 2016) and 0007060898 (filed Dec. 17, 2015; granted Feb. 6, 2016).  
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authority from the Superior Court to market licenses with imminent deadlines like the LMS 

licenses.8  She sought this authority expeditiously and obtained an order from the Superior Court 

granting her marketing authority on February 26, 2016.9 

 Two weeks later, on March 11, 2016, Havens filed a voluntary bankruptcy petition for 

Skybridge under Chapter 11 with the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the District of Delaware on 

behalf of Skybridge (the “Bankruptcy Petition”).10 The Skybridge bankruptcy precluded the 

Receiver from acting on any Skybridge-related transaction because of the bankruptcy stay.11   

 Ultimately, the Receiver successfully retained control of the Skybridge licenses, but not 

without almost four months of delay. The bankruptcy case was dismissed on May 6, 2016.12  

Havens sought reconsideration of the bankruptcy court’s dismissal of the Skybridge bankruptcy.  

The bankruptcy court considered that motion without the ordinary presumptions against 

reconsideration because it had ruled on grounds that had not been fully briefed at the time of the 

original dismissal.13  Thus, the pendency of the reconsideration motion created uncertainty as to 

the Receiver’s ability to sell the subject licenses for another two months.  It was not until July 11, 

                                                
8 Notice of Ex Parte Request And Request of Receiver for Instructions Regarding Certain Spectrum Licenses With 
Renewal, Construction or Substantial Service Deadlines in 2016, Case No. 2002-070640 (heard Feb. 18, 2016) 
(Exhibit B). 
 
9 Order Instructing Receiver Regarding Certain Spectrum Licenses With Renewal, Construction Or Substantial 
Service Deadlines In 2016, Case No. 2002-070460 (Filed Feb. 26, 2016) (Exhibit C). 
 
10 See Skybridge Spectrum Foundation, Debtor, Case 16-10626-CSS, Doc. 1. 
 
11 The bankruptcy stay also appeared to preclude any transaction for the Telesaurus LMS license, because that 
license was subject to a then-pending application to disaggregate a portion for transfer to Skybridge. 
 
12 See Skybridge Spectrum Foundation, Debtor, Case 16-10626-CSS, Doc. 122, Hearing Transcript for May 6, 2016 
at 21:20-24 (“Mr. Havens was not capable of executing the petitions, which he did.”). 
 
13 See Skybridge Spectrum Foundation, Debtor, Case 16-10626-CSS, Hearing Transcript for July 11, 2016 at 44, 45. 
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2016 that the bankruptcy court finally denied Havens’ motion for reconsideration of the order 

dismissing the Skybridge bankruptcy.14   

  Havens continued to create legal obstacles for the Receiver in the less than two months 

between July 11, 2016 and the September 4, 2016 construction deadline.  Havens moved to 

terminate the receivership on August 19, 2016.15  The Superior Court ultimately denied this 

attempt at termination in mid-September 2016, but that again created uncertainty for the 

receivership.  On August 23, 2016, Havens filed an involuntary bankruptcy petition in the U.S. 

Bankruptcy Court, Northern District of California, against a debtor he called the “Leong 

Partnership” (the “Involuntary Petition”).16  Havens then asserted that the Involuntary Petition, 

by operation of law, stayed any sales by the Receiver.  While Havens’ argument was legally 

wrong and the Superior Court ruled that the Involuntary Petition did not affect the Receiver, 

these challenges to the Receiver’s authority made completing a sale to a credible buyer who 

could demonstrate the ability to construct these licenses impossible.  

 When the Receiver took over management of Skybridge and Telesaurus, there was no 

business plan in place to begin a buildout or market the licenses in the near term.  Thus, even if 

the Receiver had not faced the judicial and regulatory obstacles to her authority that delayed her 

ability to work on a solution from November 2015 to July 2016, there was no plan for her to 

pursue.  The Receiver only had authorization from the Superior Court and the Commission to 

market licenses, without the uncertainty of the bankruptcy stay, for two weeks in 

                                                
14 See Skybridge Spectrum Foundation, Debtor, Case 16-10626-CSS, Doc. 133, Order (July 11, 2016) (Exhibit D). 
 
15 Motion to Terminate Receivership, Case No. 2002-070640 (filed Aug. 19, 2016). 
 
16 See In re Leong Partnership, Case No. 16-42363, Bkrc’y. N.D. Cal. Docket No. 1 (filed Aug. 23, 2016). 
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February/March 2016 and for another seven weeks before the September 4, 2016 construction 

deadline.   

  The Commission was incorrect in stating in its Order that “the Receiver remained at all 

times authorized to market and propose for sale any licenses held by the receivership entities 

prior to seeking court approval for the finality of those transactions.”17  That was only true from 

February 26 until March 11, 2016, technically true but practically unfeasible from the 

bankruptcy court’s dismissal on May 5, 2016 until July 11, 2016, and true again from July 11, 

2016 to September 4, 2016, during which time Havens made two more attempts at legally 

challenging the Receiver’s authority.   

 The Receiver may have been able to market and sell these licenses in ten months, with no 

distractions due to frivolous litigation, but she could not do it in two months.  Moreover, during 

all of 2016 the Receiver was also working diligently to conclude a number of AMTS transactions 

supporting public safety through positive train control (“PTC”) and other critical infrastructure 

industry (“CII”) applications, in line with the Commission’s publicly-stated goals.18   

 The ways in which Havens has continued to frustrate the Receiver’s efforts have been 

numerous and onerous.  The Receiver’s main objective in this process is to preserve the value of 

the licenses until the dispute between Havens and Leong can be concluded by arbitration.  The 

Receiver was limited in her ability to meet the Commission’s deadlines through no fault of her 

                                                
17 Order at ¶ 32. 
 
18 See In re Maritime Communications/Land Mobile, LLC, Debtor-in-Possession, Application to Assign Licenses to 
Choctaw Holdings, LLC, 29 FCC Rcd 10871, 10883 ¶ 29 (2014) (“It is a priority of the Commission to facilitate this 
important safety measure, and we have endeavored to develop policies to facilitate the rail industry’s acquisition and 
use of spectrum for PTC in the public interest.”); In re Maritel, Inc. & Mobex Network Servs., LLC, 22 FCC Rcd 
8971, 8972 ¶ 1 (2007) (revising the AMTS rules to increase flexibility for uses on land, in order to “provide an 
additional means to meet growing demand for spectrum by PLMR licensees and end users, including public safety 
and critical infrastructure industry (CII) entities.”). 
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own, and she should be afforded the opportunity to find credible buyers for the Skybridge and 

Telesaurus LMS licenses. 

II. THE FACTS OF HOLLAND ARE MORE SIMILAR TO THE RECEIVER’S 
THAN THE COMMISSION’S ORDER RECOGNIZES. 

 The Commission’s conclusion that the Receiver’s reliance on Holland “is misplaced” 

reflects a failure to consider all of the similarities between the limitations facing the Receiver and 

those described in Holland.  The Commission implies that the receiver in Holland lacked the 

legal ability to pursue construction or assignment of the LMS licenses, while the Receiver 

always had legal authority to do so and simply faced practical infeasibility.19   

 Notwithstanding the actual legal limitations that faced the Receiver, as described in Part 

I, the Commission’s interpretation of Holland fails to distinguish between the rationales it used 

to both grant renewal applications and waive construction deadlines in Holland.  Allowing a 

receiver to renew a license because it had expired during a time period in which the receiver 

could not access the application online is different from allowing the waiver of a construction 

deadline for an active license so that the receiver can make a sale.  The challenges faced by the 

receiver in Holland, specifically those relating to its failure to meet the construction deadline, are 

similar to the Receiver’s limitations regarding initial construction deadlines. 

 In Holland, the receiver was granted the legal authority to sell and assign licenses at the 

commencement of the receivership on January 29, 2014.20  He was denied the legal ability and 

information only to assign or renew applications because the former controlling entity 

purposefully withheld this power and information until May 7, 2014.21  This was not the explicit 

                                                
19 Order at ¶ 33 & n.150. 
 
20 Holland at ¶ 4. 
 
21 Id. at ¶ 5. 
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reason the Commission stated for why the waiver of construction and operational requirements 

for 38 active licenses was granted.22  This reason only applied to six licenses that had expired in 

early 2014, not to the other 38 licenses.23   

 The Commission’s reasoning in Holland for allowing renewal with respect to the six 

licenses that had expired in early 2014 dealt specifically with the receiver’s inability to file 

renewal applications for approximately three months.  This inability to file renewal applications 

was distinct from the responsibility the receiver still had to meet construction deadlines for the 

38 other licenses.  The Commission granted temporary waivers of the construction deadline for 

those licenses, which did not expire during the period between January and May 2014.  They 

remained “active licenses currently held by Holland.”24  The receiver in Holland appears to have 

had more legal authority and opportunity to begin marketing and initiating commercial 

transactions for his 38 licenses than the Receiver had in this case.  There was no legal 

impossibility on the part of the receiver in Holland to accomplish this goal, and yet the 

Commission still granted the waiver for the construction deadline even knowing that the 

receiver’s only objective was to sell the licenses and not attempt any buildout of licenses under 

his control.25 

 The Receiver’s legal and practical limitations restricting her from marketing, much less 

selling, the LMS licenses have been more burdensome than even those faced by the receiver in 

Holland.  In Holland, however, the Commission recognized that the receiver faced serious 

                                                
 
22 Id. at ¶ 18. 
 
23 Id.  at ¶ 17. 
 
24 Id. at ¶ 18. 
 
25 Id. at ¶ 7. 
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practical obstacles to completing these sorts of transactions prior to the construction deadlines in 

a responsible manner, and it granted relief accordingly.  As mentioned in Part I, not only did the 

Receiver not obtain marketing authority from the Superior Court until February 26, 2016, she 

also faced numerous practical limitations in trying to find a credible buyer.  The same equitable 

approach taken by the Commission in Holland should be taken here to allow the Receiver to 

responsibly market these licenses. 

 The Receiver has proven herself able to administer the Receivership and its assets in a 

responsible manner that advances the public interest.  Unfortunately, securing credible buyers for 

LMS licenses who can follow through on construction efforts is a difficult and time-consuming 

task that cannot realistically be accomplished quickly in a responsible manner.  As described in 

Part I, Havens did not make this task easy, nor could the Receiver actually make new sales of the 

licenses until two months before the construction deadlines.  Nevertheless, the Receiver has 

created value in at least one of its LMS licenses by finding a credible buyer, as discussed in Part 

III.  The Receiver simply seeks the same opportunity afforded the receiver in Holland to pursue 

marketing the LMS licenses without the cloud of legal uncertainty that existed for most of 2016. 

III. THE ASSIGNMENT APPLICATION FROM TELESAURUS TO PROGENY 
SERVES THE PUBLIC INTEREST. 

 Alongside its requests to extend the construction deadline and renew the LMS license 

with call sign WQGN602, Telesaurus requested to assign that license to Progeny.  This 

assignment application was only briefly addressed in the Commission’s Order.26  The Receiver 

respectfully submits that grant of this assignment application would be in the public interest, and 

the Commission should reinstate the WQGN602 license for the express purpose of granting the 

                                                
26 See Order at ¶ 21.  
 



10 
 

assignment and permitting Progeny to employ the underlying spectrum to operate its wireless 

location network in Sacramento.  

 The Commission may waive its rules “if special circumstances warrant a deviation from 

the general rule” and such deviation will “better serve[] the public interest” than strict application 

of the rule.27  In this instance, the special circumstances of the receivership, described above, 

made it impossible for the Receiver to negotiate the sale to Progeny, obtain Court approval, and 

obtain Commission approval prior to the construction deadline.  The Receiver nevertheless 

exerted her best efforts and arranged the sale as promptly as practicable.  The purchase 

agreement between Telesaurus and Progeny was signed on the March 9, 2017 expiration date for 

the license, and the assignment application was filed just a week later.28  Allowing the parties to 

extend the first construction deadline in order to permit renewal and assignment of the 

WQGN602 license would have significant public safety benefits that warrant a brief deviation 

from the construction deadline. Allowing the transfer to Progeny would yield use of spectrum in 

the public interest much more quickly than the termination of this license.   

 The Commission has previously reinstated terminated licenses where the public interest 

would be best served by doing so.29  Among other reasons, the Commission has reinstated 

licenses where termination of the license would have a “potentially adverse effect on public 

safety” because of a disruption to emergency communications;30 where reinstatement was 

                                                
27Northeast Cellular Telephone Co. v. FCC, 897 F.2d 1164, 1166 (D.C. Cir. 1990).  
 
28 The purchase agreement was entered into March 9, 2017, and the assignment application, File No. 0007701965, 
was filed March 16, 2017.  
 
29 See, e.g., In re New Jersey Transit, 27 FCC Rcd 3295, 3296 ¶ 8 (2012) (“In re New Jersey Transit”); In re Daniel 
R. Goodman, Receiver, and Dr. Robert Chan, 13 FCC Rcd 21944, 21971 ¶ 50 (1998) (“In re Goodman”); In re 
Application of Danny’s Two Way Communications, Inc. d/b/a Dan Comm Paging, 9 FCC Rcd 3192, 3194 ¶ 13 
(1994) (“In re Dan Comm Paging”).  
 
30 In re New Jersey Transit at ¶ 8.  
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necessary to place the licenses on the same footing as similar licenses that were granted an 

extension of the construction period;31 and where the licensee delayed in providing service not 

because it was hoarding spectrum, but merely because it was arranging and ordering its existing 

licenses to make the best possible use of its spectrum to provide service to end users.32   

 Similarly to each of these examples, reinstatement of the WQGN602 license and grant of 

the assignment to Progeny would facilitate emergency communications, place the WQGN602 

license on a similar footing to Progeny’s other LMS licenses, and enable Progeny to arrange its 

operations to offer high-quality, nationwide wireless location services.  Accordingly, the public 

interest would be better served by granting the waiver and assigning the license than by strict 

adherence to the Commission’s rules.33  

 Reinstating the license and immediately granting the assignment application would serve 

the public interest because it would facilitate a service that helps first responders locate the 

source of wireless 911 calls, better pinpointing the site of an emergency.  Specifically, it would 

enable Progeny to make its highly accurate indoor location service available in Sacramento.  

Progeny’s service assists wireless carriers and public safety entities in satisfying the wireless 

location accuracy requirements adopted by the Commission in its Indoor Location Accuracy 

Order.34  The Commission has recognized that Progeny’s network “holds the potential of 

                                                
 
31 In re Goodman at ¶ 50.  
 
32 In re Dan Comm Paging at ¶¶ 10-13.  
 
33 Northeast Cellular, 897 F.2d at 1166. 
 
34 In re Wireless E911 Location Accuracy Requirements, 30 FCC Rcd 1259 (2015) (“Indoor Location Accuracy 
Order”).  
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offering significant public safety benefits through improved E911 indoor location accuracy.”35  It 

is likely to help wireless carriers meet location accuracy deadlines set by the Commission, 

including the requirement that they provide either an address that can be dispatched or an x/y-

axis location accurate to within 50 meters for 80 percent of all wireless 911 calls by 2021 and the 

requirement that they provide compliant vertical location information in the top 50 cellular 

market areas in the U.S. by 2023.36   

 In order to offer service in Sacramento, Progeny needs access to LMS spectrum in that 

area and a short time to construct and begin using the spectrum.  In other words, the WQGN602 

license should be placed on an equal footing with the LMS licenses extended in the Progeny 

Order.37  Finally, the suggested waiver is not necessitated by bad faith or spectrum warehousing 

on the part of the Receiver.  The Receiver used her best efforts to organize the Receivership’s 

portfolio of licenses, locate a suitable LMS buyer, arrange a sale, and obtain the required Court 

and Commission consents, all in order to ensure that quality wireless location services are 

provided to end users.  

 The Receiver therefore submits that the Commission should grant a waiver of the first 

construction deadline for the WQGN602 license, permitting reinstatement of the license for 

purposes of its assignment to Progeny.  Such a waiver would serve the public interest by helping 

the Commission ensure that “all Americans using mobile phones – whether calling from urban or 

                                                
35 In re Request of Progeny LMS, LLC for Waiver and Limited Extension of Time, Order, 32 FCC Rcd 122, 136 ¶ 28 
(2017) (“Progeny Order”).  
 
36 Indoor Location Accuracy Order at ¶ 6.  
 
37 Progeny Order at ¶ 27.  
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rural areas, from indoors or outdoors – have technology that is capable of providing accurate 

location information in times of an emergency.”38 

IV. CONCLUSION  

 For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should reconsider the Receiver’s Request.  

Initially, the Receiver was limited by a lack of legal authority to sell licenses, as well as by 

Havens’ interference and litigiousness that created practical and legal uncertainty surrounding 

the LMS licenses.  This uncertainty has since been resolved and it is apparent by the Receiver’s 

diligent work and numerous license sales over the last year that the way forward will be more 

efficacious.  Furthermore, the Receiver has created value in least one of the licenses by finding a 

credible buyer in Progeny, which, as demonstrated by other LMS license holders’ failure to meet 

construction deadlines, is not an easy feat.  Briefly extending the construction deadline for these 

licenses one more time is both equitable and in the public interest. 

  

                                                
38 Indoor Location Accuracy Order at ¶ 10.  
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 Exhibit A: LMS Licenses 

 

Licensee  Call Sign 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU548 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU549 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU550 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU551 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU552 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU553 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU554 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU555 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU556 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU557 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU558 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU559 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU560 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU561 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU562 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU563 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU564 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU565 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU566 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU567 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU568 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU569 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU570 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU571 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU572 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU573 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU574 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU575 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU576 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU577 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU578 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU579 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU580 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU581 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU582 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU583 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU584 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU585 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU586 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU587 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU588 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU589 
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Licensee  Call Sign 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU590 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU591 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU592 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU593 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU594 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU595 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU596 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU597 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU598 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU599 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU600 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU601 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU602 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU603 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU604 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU605 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU606 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU607 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU608 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU609 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU610 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU611 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU612 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU613 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU614 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU615 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU616 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU617 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU618 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU619 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU620 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU621 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU622 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU623 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU624 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU625 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU626 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU627 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU628 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU629 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU630 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU631 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU632 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU633 
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Licensee  Call Sign 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU634 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU635 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU636 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU637 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU638 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU639 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU640 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU641 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU642 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU643 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU644 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU645 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU646 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU647 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU648 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU649 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU650 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU651 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU652 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU653 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU654 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU655 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU656 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation WQHU657 
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	PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION
	I. THE RECEIVER FACED A LEGALLY AMBIGUOUS AND IMPRACTICAL SITUATION THAT PRECLUDED MARKETING THE LICENSES ON A CONDENSED TIMELINE.
	II. THE FACTS OF HOLLAND ARE MORE SIMILAR TO THE RECEIVER’S THAN THE COMMISSION’S ORDER RECOGNIZES.
	III. THE ASSIGNMENT APPLICATION FROM TELESAURUS TO PROGENY SERVES THE PUBLIC INTEREST.
	IV. CONCLUSION

